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Remarks 

Reconsideration of the present patent application is respectfully requested. All 
claims stand rejected under § 102(e) in view of U.S. Pat. No. 6,732,298 to Murthy et al. 
(hereinafter "Murthy"). 

Independent Claims 1. 6. 13. 20. 22. and 26: 

Independent claim 1 is directed to a method of "reboot reporting" that includes, 
among other things, the step of: 

"generating at least one non-maskable interrupt signal." 

Claims 6, 13, 20, 22, and 26 are similar. Claim 6 describes "at least one processor and 
at least one non-maskable interrupt output." Claim 13 describes "means for outputting a 
non-maskable interrupt signal . . . ." Claims 20 and 22 describe "a non-maskable 
interrupt signal circuit . . . ." Claim 26 describes "means for generating a non-maskable 
interrupt signal." 

Under Section 102, anticipation requires each and every claim element to be 
found in a single reference. Verdeqaal Bros, v. Union Oil Co. of California. 814 F.2d 
628, 631 (Fed. Cir. 1987). It is respectfully submitted that Murthy fails to disclose the 
use of a non-maskable interrupt in any form. This is clearly evidenced by the disclosure 
of Murthy. 

The Abstract of Murthy states: 

"A system and method is disclosed for debugging of a hardware 
board that includes a processor with only a single level of interrupts that 
are either all enabled or all disabled. The processor does not implement 
nonmaskable interrupts." (Emphasis added). 

It is because of this lack of nonmaskable interrupts that Murthy must develop a 
"Nonmaskable Interrupt Workaround." See, Title of the Invention. Specifically, Murthy 
describes a problem with single level interrupt processors in that the "inability to 
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selectively disable certain interrupts can cause a problem when an interrupt is needed 
but none are enabled." (Col. 2, lines 21-24). Murthy states that in such processors, 
either the interrupts are "all enabled or all disabled." Abstract. Murthy solves this 
problem by using a "machine check exception ('MCP') signal" to the processor (Col. 6, 
lines 11-13). Murthy explains that the MCP signal can be used because it is 
"independent" of the interrupt signals "meaning that the MCP input to the processor is 
not disabled when the interrupts are disabled." (Col. 6, lines 60-63). This is in contrast 
to the claims, which describe the use of a "non-maskable interrupt". Hence, it is 
respectfully submitted that the claims are patentable on this basis alone. 

Even if Murthy can somehow be said to teach or disclose the use of "non- 
maskable interrupts," it is respectfully submitted that Murthy fails to teach or disclose 
that non-maskable interrupts are used with a processor and a manager. For example, 
claim 1 describes "outputting the non-maskable interrupt signal to a processor of the 
plurality of computer systems" and "a manager associated with the plurality of computer 
systems." With respect to the claimed step of "outputting the non-maskable interrupt 
signal to a processor of the plurality of computer systems," Murthy discloses a 
processor 58 that does not implement nonmaskable interrupts. Abstract. With respect 
to the claimed step of "outputting the non-maskable interrupt signal to a manager 
associated with the plurality of computer systems," the Office Action asserts that Murthy 
discloses this limitation in col. 4, lines 18-21, which are reproduced below: 

"If it is desired for the computer system to have a dedicated display 
device, such a system could be implemented by coupling a video driver 
card to the host bridge 14 by way of the expansion bus 18 or a separate 
bus (not shown)." 

The Office Action asserts that this disclosure is a means "for outputting the non- 
maskable interrupt to a manager because a manager needs a display terminal to 
receive this output." (Office Action, pg. 3). It is respectfully submitted that nowhere 
does this disclosure teach, much less suggest, "outputting the non-maskable interrupt 
signal to a manager associated with the plurality of computer systems," as claimed. 
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The relied-upon disclosure merely states that a display device can be implemented. 
Nowhere does the disclosure teach or suggest outputting a non-maskable interrupt 
signal to the display device for any reason. 

Claims 6, 13, 20, 22 and 26 are similar and describe non-maskable interrupts 
used with a processor (or means for processing) and with a manager system (claim 6), 
means for managing (claims 13 and 26), one other computer system (claim 20), or a 
manager computer system. 

In particular, claim 6 requires "a manager system in circuit communication with 
the plurality of computer systems and comprising at least one non-maskable interrupt 
input associated with the plurality of computer systems." Similar to claim 1, the Office 
Action asserts that the display device disclosure of Murthy is a means for outputting the 
non-maskable interrupt to a manager because a manager needs a display terminal to 
receive this output. (Office Action, pg. 5). As described above, the relied-upon 
disclosure merely states that a display device can be implemented. Nowhere does the 
disclosure teach or suggest outputting a non-maskable interrupt signal to the display 
device for any reason. 

Claim 13 has been amended and now requires "means for outputting a non- 
maskable interrupt signal indicating a fault condition associated with at least one of the 
plurality of computers to the means for managing and to the at least one means for 
processing" (Emphasis added). As described above, nowhere does Murthy teach or 
suggest outputting the a non-maskable interrupt signal to a means for managing and a 
means for processing. Even if the machine check exception MCP line 61 of Murthy is 
considered a non-maskable interrupt signal, it appears that it is only output to processor 
58 (See, Fig. 2 of Murthy shown below) and not to any other system or component. 
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Claim 20 similarly requires "a non-maskable interrupt signal circuit in circuit 
communication with the processor and at least one other computer system." The Office 
Action relies upon interrupt line "int 59" in Figure 2 of Murthy for this limitation. (Office 
Action, pg. 10). However, the disclosure of Murthy states that the processor does not 
implement nonmaskable interrupts. Abstract. Hence, it is clear from Murthy that 
interrupt line "int 59" is a not a non-maskable interrupt, as claimed. Additionally, claim 
20 requires the non-maskable interrupt signal circuit to be in communication with the 
processor and at least one other computer system. Murthy Figure 2 shows interrupt line 
"int 59" as only being output to processor 58 and not to any other computer system. 

Claim 22 similarly requires a "non-maskable interrupt signal circuit in 
communication with the processor and the manager computer system." The Office 
Action relies upon Murthy's disclosure of processor 58 and interrupt line "int 59" and PCI 
buses 56 and 20 and super I/O controller 28 for this limitation. (Office Action, pg. 11). 
As described above, it is unlikely that interrupt line "int 59" is a non-maskable interrupt 
because Murthy states that the processor does not implement nonmaskable interrupts. 
Abstract. Additionally, Applicant has not been able to find any disclosure in Murthy that 
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non-maskable interrupts are transmitted along PCI buses 50 and 20. This appears to 
be true even in the case that machine check exception (MCP) line 61 is considered a 
non-maskable interrupt signal. 

Claim 26 similarly requires "means for generating a non-maskable interrupt 
signal; and means for communicating the non-maskable interrupt signal to the means 
for receiving and processing and to the means for managing." The Office Action relies 
upon the processor 58 as the means for processing and the super I/O controller 28 as 
the means for managing. (Office Action, pg. 12). The Office Action also relies upon the 
array controller 50 of Figure 2, which includes processor 58, as the means for 
generating a non-maskable interrupt signal and PCI buses 56 and 20 as the means for 
communicating the non-maskable interrupt signal to the means for receiving and 
processing (e.g., processor 58) and to the means for managing (e.g., super I/O 
controller 28) for meeting this limitation, (/of.) As described above, Murthy expressly 
states that the processor does not implement non-maskable interrupts. Abstract. 
Nevertheless, even if machine check exception (MCP) line 61 is considered a non- 
maskable interrupt signal, there is appears to be no disclosure that supports this signal 
is transmitted on PCI buses 56 and 20 to a means for processing and means for 
managing. 

Hence, it is respectfully submitted that all of the independent claims are 
patentable over the Murthy reference. 

The Dependent Claims 

Dependent claims 2-5 also require the use of a "non-maskable interrupt signal," 
which is not disclosed by Murthy. Claim 2 requires "associating the non-maskable 
interrupt signal with at least one computer system of the plurality of computer systems." 
As described above, Murthy expressly discloses a processor that does not have non- 
maskable interrupts. Abstract. Also, the relied-upon array controllers 50A, 50B, and 
50C shown in Figure 2 of Murthy each have a single machine check exception MPC 
signal to inform the processor 58 of a catastrophic failure on the board. (Col. 6, lines 
12-17). Applicant cannot find any disclosure as to how the single machine exception 
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check MPC signal 61 informs which part of the board has failed. Hence, it is 
respectfully submitted that the single machine exception check MPC signal 61 does not 
identify the computer system (or board component) suffering from the failure, as stated 
in claim 3. 

Claim 5 requires "counting the number of times the non-maskable interrupt signal 
is generated." The Office Action asserts that the LPC disclosure of Murthy is a pin that 
counts the number of times the non-maskable interrupt is generated. (Office Action, pg. 
4). Applicant cannot find any support for such a teaching. Murthy discloses that the 
LPC is a low pin count ("LPC") bus (a secondary bus) that used in connection with the 
expansion bus 18 (a primary bus). (Col. 4, lines 35-40). ^ 

Dependent claims 7 and 8 describe "a plurality of non-maskable interrupt outputs 
and the manager system comprises a plurality of non-maskable interrupt inputs." In this 
regard, the Office Action relies upon Murthy's display device's ability to display images 
or text as teaching the claimed "manager system comprises a plurality of non-maskable 
interrupt inputs." (Office Action, pg. 6). The relied-upon display disclosure of Murthy 
merely states that a display device can be implemented. Nowhere does the disclosure 
teach or suggest the display can act as a manager having a plurality of non-maskable 
interrupt inputs. 

Dependent claim 9 requires, among other things, "a second bridge circuit and 
wherein the second bridge circuit comprising a non-maskable interrupt signal output in 
circuit communication with the processor." The relied upon processor-to-PCI bridge 64 
of Murthy is disclosed as having interrupt line "int 59" (col. 6, lines 27-31) and "machine 
check exception ('MCP') signal 61" (col. 6, lines 11-17) outputs to processor 58. Since 
Murthy expressly describes the processor as one that does not implement 
"nonmaskable interrupts," neither of these outputs teach or disclose the claimed "non- 
maskable interrupt signal output in circuit communication with the processor." 



1 See also "http://www.intel.com/design/chipsets/industry/lpc.htm" describing the LPC bus interface 
standard (attached hereto). 
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The remaining dependent claims describe similar limitations. Hence, it is 
respectfully submitted that the dependent claims are patentable on their own merits. 



Based on the foregoing amendments and remarks, the Applicants believe that all 
of the claims in this case are now in a condition for allowance and an indication to that 
effect is earnestly solicited. Furthermore, if the Examiner believes that additional 
discussions or information might advance the prosecution of this case, the Examiner 
should feel free to contact the undersigned at the telephone number indicated below. 



CONCLUSION 



Respectfully submitted, 




NBIiaU Hejic fT<«y. flu. J/',415) 
Calfee, Halter & Griswold, LLP 
(216)622-8835 
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